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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant* s arguments filed January 30, 2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Regarding claim 1, applicant argues that neither Hayakav^a not Umeda discloses an 
optical scarmer. However, the examiner is taking the broad position that a camera is an optical 
scanner. MPEP § 21 11 states that claims are to be given their broadest reasonable interpretation. 
One or ordinary skill in the art could reasonably call a camera an optical scanner. 

Additionally, applicant argues that since Umeda discloses that the camera-shake motion 
vector detection circuit (107s) determines the camera shake post-capture, the combination with 
Hayakawa is improper. However, Umeda was used merely to show a vibration sensor mounted 
on a light sensitive charge storage device. Thus, how Umeda determines the vibration correction 
is irrelevant since Hayakawa discloses generating an actuator signal for correcting for the 
vibration. Umeda is used merely to show that it is well-known that camera shake detection 
circuits are commonly mounted on a light sensitive charge storage device. Furthermore, 
applicant argues that Umeda discloses a signal processing technique and not the technique used 
by the applicant. However, a review of claim 1 shows that how the vibration is measured is not 
specifically claimed. Thus, the vibration sensor could very well be a signal processing technique 
for determining camera shake, since the claim language does not exclude a signal processing 
technique from being used. 
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Furthermore, applicant argues that the proposed combination is not a proper combination 
since when Umeda and Hayakawa are combined they would result in a device in which the shake 
is not mechanically corrected. The examiner disagrees with this assertion. First of all, the 
embodiment shown in Figure 6 shows that a camera shake motion vector is output. This is akin 
to outputting a motion vector from a gyro or an acceleration sensor. Although not specifically 
described in the Umeda reference, one or ordinary skill in the art would recognize that this 
camera shake motion vector could easily be used by a camera system to optically correct for 
camera shake. Thus, the proposed combination is a proper combination since the combination of 
reference would include a vibration sensor, a controller to generate an actuator signal, and an 
actuator to adjust the optical system according to the actuator signal. 

For the reasons stated above, the rejections of claims 1,2, and 1 1 will be maintained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (I) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 4. 5, and 19-20 are rejected under 35 U>S.C> 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Hayakawa et aL fU.S, Patent No, 6 J30.993). 

4. Regarding claim 4, Hayakawa discloses camera having an image stabilizer for reducing 
the effects of camera shake during a photographing operation. More specifically, Hayakawa 
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discloses a light sensing device (CCD, 16), an optical system (mirror, 14), a vibration sensor 
(vibration sensor, 38) for detecting a magnitude of vibration of the light sensing device (col. 10, 
lines 36-38), a controller (CPU, 40) connected to the vibration sensor for measuring he 
magnitude of vibration of the light sensing device and producing a corresponding actuator signal, 
and an actuator (second stepper motor, 25) connected to the CPU (40) and the optical system 
(mirror, 14) for moving the mirror (14) such that effects due to vibration are minimized. See 
column 8, line 20 to column 10, line 67 and Figures 1 and 4. Although Hayakawa fails to 
specifically disclose how the vibration sensor is mounted on the light sensing device, it is 
inherently mounted somewhere on the body of the light sensing device (camera body (10) and 
film/CCD (16)) since that is the only place where a magnitude of vibration of the light sensing 
device can be accurately measured. Thus, since the claims to not require the vibration sensor to 
be mounted directly on the light sensitive charge storage device, Hayakawa meets the claim 
language because it still measures the magnitude of vibration of the light sensitive charge storage 
device. The claim language is sufficiently broad enough to read any portion of the camera (10) 
as the light sensitive charge storage device. 

5. As for claim 5, as mentioned above in the discussion of claim 4, Hayakawa discloses that 
the optical system is a mirror (14), where in the actuator (stepper motor, 25) adjusts the mirror 
(14) by rotating it in order to reduce camera shake. See column 12, line 8 to column 13, line 31 
and Figure 6. 

6. With regard to claim 19, the vibration sensor (38) of Hayakawa senses the angular speed 
of the camera. This is interpreted by the examiner as detecting movement. See column 10, lines 
30-45. 
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7. Regarding claim 20, the vibration sensor (38) of Hayakawa determines a movement in a 
horizontal and vertical direction. Depending on a frame of reference, the horizontal and vertical 
direction can be any one of an X, Y, or Z directions. 

Claim Rejections -35 use §103 

8. The follow^ing is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hayakawa et 
aL (U.S. Patent No. 6 J30>9931 

10. Regarding claim 18, as mentioned previously in the discussion of claim 4, Hayakawa 
discloses all of the limitations of the parent claim. However, Hayakawa fails to explicitly 
disclose that the method comprises scarming a document. Official Notice is taken as to the fact 
that it is well known in the art to use a camera to capture an image of a document. By capturing 
an image of a document the document can be electronically stored and viewed without the need 
to save a physical copy of the document and allows for transmission of that document over a 
plurality of media. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to capture a document using the camera of Hayakawa so that 
the image of the document can be electronically saved for future viewing. 
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11. Claims 1. 2, 7, 8. 12-17, and 21-26 are rejected under 35 U.S,C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Havakawa et al, (U.S. Patent No, 6J30.993) in view of Umeda et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,452,632) . 

12. Regarding claim 1, Hayakawa discloses camera having an image stabilizer for reducing 
the effects of camera shake during a photographing operation. More specifically, Hayakawa 
discloses a light sensing device (CCD, 16), an optical system (mirror, 14), a vibration sensor 
(vibration sensor, 38) for detecting a magnitude of vibration of the light sensing device (col. 10, 
lines 36-38), a controller (CPU, 40) connected to the vibration sensor for measuring he 
magnitude of vibration of the light sensing device and producing a corresponding actuator signal, 
and an actuator (second stepper motor, 25) connected to the CPU (40) and the optical system 
(mirror, 14) for moving the mirror (14) such that effects due to vibration are minimized. See 
column 8, line 20 to column 10, line 67 and Figures 1 and 4. 

Hayakawa, however, fails to specifically disclose that the vibration sensor is mounted on 
the light sensitive charge storage device. Umeda, on the other hand, discloses that it is well 
known in the art to mount a vibration detection circuit on an image sensing device. More 
specifically Umeda discloses a digital signal processor (107) mounted on the same substrate as 
the image sensor (102). The digital signal processor can include a camera shake detection circuit 
(107s). See Figure 36 and column 18, lines 55-67. This camera shake data is output and 
inherently used to correct the image signal. By implementing such circuits on the same chip as 
the image sensor, the number of parts can be reduced and thus, the price can be reduced (col. 2, 
line 12-15). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the vibration sensor of Hayakawa directly onto the light 



Application/Control Number: 09/922,252 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2622 

sensitive charge storage device of Hayakawa so that the number of parts can be reduced, and 
thus the price can be reduced. 

13. As for claim 2, Hayakawa discloses that the optical system is a mirror (14), where in the 
actuator (stepper motor, 25) adjusts the mirror (1 4) by rotating it in order to reduce camera 
shake. See column 12, line 8 to column 13, line 31 and Figure 6. 

14. With regard to claim 11, Hayakawa discloses that the image pickup device can be a CCD 
(col. 8, line 22). 

15. Regarding claim 75, MPEP § 21 14 states that apparatus claims must be distinguishable 
from the prior art in terms of structure rather than function. Therefore, the Hmitation found in 
claim 1 5 reciting the function of the optical scanner is not given patentable weight. However, in 
order counter any arguments, a rejection will also be made on claim 1 5. As mentioned 
previously in the discussion of claim 1, the combination of Hayakawa and Umeda discloses all of 
the limitations of the parent claim. However, the aforementioned references fail to explicitly 
disclose that the apparatus is adapted to scan a document. Official Notice is taken as to the fact 
that it is well known in the art to use a camera to capture an image of a document. By capturing 
an image of a document the document can be electronically stored and viewed without the need 
to save a physical copy of the document and allows for transmission of that document over a 
plurality of media. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to capture a document using the camera of Hayakawa so that 
the image of the document can be electronically saved for future viewing. 

16. As for claim 16, the vibration sensor (38) of Hayakawa senses the angular speed of the 
camera. This is interpreted by the examiner as detecting movement. See column 10, lines 30-45. 
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1 7. Regarding claim 1 7, the vibration sensor (38) of Hayakawa determines a movement in a 
horizontal and vertical direction. Depending on a frame of reference, the horizontal and vertical 
direction can be any one of an X, Y, or Z directions. 

1 8. Regarding claim 7, Hayakawa discloses camera having m image stabilizer for reducing 
the effects of camera shake during a photographing operation. More specifically, Hayakawa 
discloses a light sensing device (CCD, 16), an optical system (mirror, 14), a means for sensing a 
vibration (vibration sensor, 38) for detecting a magnitude of vibration of the camera (col. 10, 
lines 36-38), a means for converting the vibration to an actuator signal (CPU, 40), and a means 
for adjusting (second stepper motor, 25) an optical system (mirror, 14) according to the actuator 
signal. See column 8, line 20 to column 10, line 67 and Figures 1 and 4. Giving the phrase 
"optical scanner" its broadest reasonable interpretation, the examiner is interpreting the camera 
of Hayakawa to be an optical scanner. 

Hayakawa, however, fails to specifically disclose that the vibration sensor is mounted on 
the light sensitive charge storage device. Umeda, on the other hand, discloses that it is well 
known in the art to mount a vibration detection circuit on an image sensing device. More 
specifically Umeda discloses a digital signal processor (107) mounted on the same substrate as 
the image sensor (102). The digital signal processor can include a camera shake detection circuit 
(107s). See Figure 36 and column 18, lines 55-67. This camera shake data is output and 
inherently used to correct the image signal. By implementing such circuits on the same chip as 
the image sensor, the number of parts can be reduced and thus, the price can be reduced (col. 2, 
line 12-15). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the vibration sensor of Hayakawa directly onto the light 
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sensitive charge storage device of Hayakawa so that the number of parts can be reduced, and 
thus the price can be reduced. 

19. As for claim 8, Hayakawa discloses that the optical system is a mirror (14), where in the 
actuator (stepper motor, 25) adjusts the mirror (14) by rotating it in order to reduce camera 
shake. See column 12, line 8 to column 13, line 31 and Figure 6. 

20. With regard to claim 21, the CCD of Hayakawa is interpreted as the means for scanning. 
However, Hayakawa does not specifically disclose that the CCD is used in scanning a document. 
Official Notice is taken as to the fact that it is well known in the art to use a camera to capture an 
image of a document. By capturing an image of a document the document can be electronically 
stored and viewed without the need to save a physical copy of the document and allows for 
transmission of that document over a plurality of media. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to capture a document using 
the camera of Hayakawa so that the image of the document can be electronically saved for future 
viewing. 

21. As for claim 22, the vibration sensor (38) of Hayakawa senses the angular speed of the 
camera. This is interpreted by the examiner as detecting movement. See column 10, lines 30-45. 

22. Regarding claim 23, the vibration sensor (38) of Hayakawa determines a movement in a 
horizontal and vertical direction. Depending on a frame of reference, the horizontal and vertical 
direction can be any one of an X, Y, or Z directions. 

23. With regard to claim 12, Hayakawa discloses a camera having an image stabilizer for 
reducing the effects of camera shake during a photographing operation. More specifically, 
Hayakawa discloses a light sensing device (CCD, 16), an optical system (mirror, 14), a means 
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for sensing a vibration (vibration sensor, 38) for detecting a magnitude of vibration of the camera 
(col. 10, lines 36-38), a means for converting the vibration to an actuator signal (CPU, 40), and a 
means for adjusting (second stepper motor, 25) an optical system (mirror, 14) according to the 
actuator signal. See column 8, line 20 to column 10, line 67 and Figures 1 and 4. Giving the 
phrase "optical scanner" its broadest reasonable interpretation, the examiner is interpreting the 
camera of Hayakawa to be an optical scanner. 

Hayakawa, however, fails to specifically disclose that the vibration sensor is mounted on 
the light sensitive charge storage device of the optical scaimer. Umeda, on the other hand, 
discloses that it is well known in the art to mount a vibration detection circuit on an image 
sensing device. More specifically Umeda discloses a digital signal processor (107) mounted on 
the same substrate as the image sensor (102). The digital signal processor can include a camera 
shake detection circuit (107s). See Figure 36 and column 18, lines 55-67. This camera shake 
data is output and inherently used to correct the image signal. By implementing such circuits on 
the same chip as the image sensor, the number of parts can be reduced and thus, the price can be 
reduced (col. 2, line 12-15). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the vibration sensor of Hayakawa directly 
onto the light sensitive charge storage device of Hayakawa so that the number of parts can be 
reduced, and thus the price can be reduced. 

24. As for claim 13, Hayakawa discloses that the optical system is a mirror (14), where in the 
actuator (stepper motor, 25) adjusts the mirror (14) by rotating it in order to reduce camera 
shake. See column 12, line 8 to column 13, line 31 and Figure 6. 
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25. With regard to claim 14, Hayakawa discloses that the image pickup device can be a CCD 
(col. 8, line 22). 

26. Regarding claim 24, MPEP § 21 14 states that apparatus claims must be distinguishable 
from the prior art in terms of structure rather than function. Therefore, the limitation found in 
claim 15 reciting the function of the optical scanner is not given patentable weight. However, in 
order counter any arguments, a rejection will also be made on claim 15. As mentioned 
previously in the discussion of claim 1, the combination of Hayakawa and Umeda discloses all of 
the limitations of the parent claim. However, the aforementioned references fail to explicitly 
disclose that the apparatus is adapted to scan a document. Official Notice is taken as to the fact 
that it is well knovra in the art to use a camera to capture an image of a document. By capturing 
an image of a document the document can be electronically stored and viewed without the need 
to save a physical copy of the document and allows for transmission of that document over a 
plurality of media. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to capture a document using the camera of Hayakawa so that 
the image of the document can be electronically saved for future viewing. 

27. As for claim 25, the vibration sensor (38) of Hayakawa senses the angular speed of the 
camera. This is interpreted by the examiner as detecting movement. See column 10, lines 30-45. 

28. Regarding claim 26, the vibration sensor (38) of Hayakawa determines a movement in a 
horizontal and vertical direction. Depending on a frame of reference, the horizontal and vertical 
direction can be any one of an X, Y, or Z directions. 
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Conclusion 

29. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry conceming this communication or earlier communications from the 

examiner should be directed to John M. Villecco whose telephone number is (571) 272-7319. 

* 

The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Ometz can be reached on (571) 272-7593. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this appHcation or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions oh access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



'ifi/i/ I / 

Jphn M. Villecco 
April 1 7, 2007 



